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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1,3,5-6,8-10,14-16,19-20,24-26,28-29,31, and 33-38 have been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

5 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
10 at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 

subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

15 Claims 1,3,5-6,8-10,15-16,19-20,26,28-29,31, and 33-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Odagiri, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0007817, in view of 
Henrie, U.S. Patent No. 6,804,699, in further view of Uppunda, U.S. Patent No. 6,678,728. 

As per claims 1 ,10,20, and 29, the applicant describes a handheld security system comprising the 
20 following limitations which are met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppunda: 

a) a Bluetooth-enabled control unit having a range of communications (Odagiri: [0009],[0043]); 

b) a Bluetooth-enabled device, wherein the device is registered with the control unit such that the 
device cooperates with the control unit using Bluetooth communications to determine when the device is 
within range of communications of the control unit, wherein when it is determined that the device is within 

25 the range of communications of the control unit, the device is functional, and when it is determined that 
the device is not within the range of communications of the control unit, the device is at least partially non- 
functional (Odagiri: [0009], [0043], [0085]); 

c) wherein the device is configured to periodically send an identifying signal to the control unit and 
the control unit is configured to send a return signal to the device when the identifying signal is received 

30 by the control unit (Henrie: Col 1 1 , lines 28-65); 
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d) wherein when the device is at least partially non-functional, the device is configured to continue 
periodically sending the identifying signal to the control unit (Uppunda: Col 1, lines 20-34); 

e) wherein the control unit is configured to produce an alert when it is determined that the device 
is not within the range of communications of the control unit (Odagiri: [0013]); 

5 Odagiri discloses limitations a),b), and e). Odagiri also discloses the idea that if a portable device 

is deemed lost or stolen based on it being outside a predetermined vicinity of the control unit, the portable 
device can become non-functional [0085]. Regarding e), Odagiri discloses two information processors 
which may be identical in hardware configuration [0029]. Odagiri discloses, in the context of one of the 
information processors (the device), producing an alert when it is determined that the two information 

10 processors are not within communicable range of each other [0013]. However, Odagiri is silent the 

second information processor (the control unit) producing an alert. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was filed to have the control unit produce an alert as a 
means to alert the user that the two information processors are not within communicable range of each 
other. However, Odagiri fails to disclose that an identifying signal is sent periodically. 

15 Henrie discloses a similar security system between a portable computing system, such as a PDA 

or a mobile phone, and a web site on a server, in which the devices can communicate through Bluetooth 
communication (Col 5, lines 11-18). Henrie also discloses the idea that the portable device periodically 
sends an identifying signal to the control unit, or web site on the server. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was filed to combine the ideas of Henrie with those 

20 of Odagiri because sending an identifying signal periodically provides an automated, consistent method of 
keeping track of a device. 

Odagiri in view of Henrie disclose all the limitations of parts a),b), and c). However, Odagiri in 
view of Henrie fail to disclose that "when the device is at least partially non-functional, the device is 
configured to continue periodically sending the identifying signal to the control unit". This limitation is met 

25 by Uppanda. 

Uppanda discloses the idea that when a device is at least partially non-functional, such as when 
the device is in a sleep state, the device may be programmed to continue periodically sending an 
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identifying signal (Col 1, lines 32-34). This allows the device to continue to alert another device in the 
network of its presence even when the device is in a sleep state. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was filed to combine the ideas of Uppanda with those of 
Odagiri in view of Henrie because doing so allows the device to continue to send an identifying signal 
5 even when the device is at least partially non-functional so as to continue to alert the control unit of its 
presence in the network. 

Regarding claim 29, the applicant discloses a claim identical to claim 1 with the exception that 
WiFi is used instead of Bluetooth. As noted in paragraph [0043] of Odagiri, Bluetooth is just an example 
of the type of wireless communication which can be used. 

10 

As per claims 3 and 31 , the applicant describes the handheld security system of claims 1 and 29, 
which are met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which 
is met by Odagiri: 

Wherein the device includes a lockout interface, wherein when the device does not receive the 
15 return signal in response to the identifying signal, the device is not within range of communications of the 
control unit and the lockout interface locks out the device and causes the device to be at least partially 
non-functional (Odagiri: [0069] and [0070]). 

As per claims 5 and 33, the applicant describes the handheld security system of claims 3 and 31 , 
20 which are met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which 
is met by Henrie: 

Wherein when the device receives the return signal, the lockout interface unlocks the device and 
causes the device to be functional (Henrie: Col 11, lines 42-50; Col 12, lines 21-27). 

25 As per claim 6, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to claim 1, which 

is met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is met by 
Odagiri: 
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Wherein the device is exclusively registered with the control unit (Odagiri: [0009]). 

As per claims 8.9, and 28, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to 
claims 7,1, and 26, which are met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the 
5 following limitation which is met by Odagiri in view of Henrie: 

Wherein the control unit includes a display, the display being configured to display information 
associated with the device when it is determined that the device is not within the range of 
communications of the control unit (Odagiri: [0013]; Henrie: Col 12, lines 8-12). 

1 0 As per claim 1 5, the applicant describes the method of claim 1 0. which is met by Odagiri in view 

of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is also met by Henrie: 
Operating the first Bluetooth-enabled device if it is determined that the second Bluetooth transmission 
signal is received (Henrie: Col 11, lines 45-50). 

15 As per claims 16 and 26, the applicant describes a method for executing a security protocol with 

respect to at least a first Bluetooth-enabled device and a second Bluetooth-enabled device, the method 
comprising the following limitations which are met by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda: 

a) determining when a first Bluetooth transmission signal is received from the second Bluetooth- 
enabled device, wherein the second Bluetooth-enabled device automatically and periodically emits the 

20 first Bluetooth transmission signal (Henrie: Col 11, lines 28-65); 

b) emitting a second Bluetooth transmission signal when it is determined that the first Bluetooth 
transmission signal is received from the second Bluetooth-enabled device (Odagiri: [0013]); 

c) generating an alarm to indicate that the second Bluetooth-enabled device is not with a 
communications range of the first Bluetooth-enabled device when it is determined that the first Bluetooth 

25 transmission signal is not received from the second Bluetooth-enabled device (Odagiri: [0013] and 
[0063]); 
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d) wherein after the generation of the alarm, the second Bluetooth-enabled device is configured 
to continue periodically emitting the first Bluetooth transmission signal to the first Bluetooth-enabled 
device (Henrie: Col 11 , lines 28-65; Uppanda: Col 1 , lines 20-34). 



5 As per claim 19, the applicant describes the method of claim 16, which is met by Odagiri in view 

of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is met by Odagiri: 

Determining when the second Bluetooth-enabled device is registered with the first Bluetooth- 
enabled device, wherein emitting the second Bluetooth transmission signal when it is determined that the 
first Bluetooth transmission signal is received from the second Bluetooth-enabled device includes emitting 
10 the second Bluetooth transmission signal when it is determined that the second Bluetooth-enabled device 
is registered with the first Bluetooth-enabled device (Odagiri: [0009]). 



As per claim 25, the applicant describes the first device according to claim 20, which is met by 
Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is also met by 
15 Henrie: 

Wherein the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism is a Bluetooth-enabled radio (Henrie: Col 5, lines 11- 

. 18). 



As per claim 34, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to claim 1, which 
20 is anticipated by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is 
met by Henrie: 

Wherein the device includes a display, the display being configured to display a message that 
warns that the device is at least one of lost and stolen, when the device is at least partially non-functional 
(Henrie: Col 12, lines 8-12). 



25 
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As per claim 35, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to claim 1, which 
is anticipated by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is 
met by Henrie: 

Wherein the device includes a display, the display being configured to display contact information 
5 that is capable of being used by someone who locates the device to identify an owner of the device, when 
the device is at least partially non-functional (Henrie: Col 12, lines 8-12). 

As per claims 36 and 37, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to claim 
1 , which is anticipated by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation 
10 which is met by Henrie: 

Wherein the device is configured to periodically send the identifying signal utilizing a period of at 
least one hour for accommodating an owner who rarely leaves a particular area (Henrie: Col 1 1 , lines 31- 
35); 

According to Henrie, "the user can configure the portable computer system such that it is 
15 necessary for the device to make contact with the Web site on a periodic basis, at an interval specified 
according to user preferences" (Col 11, lines 31-35). 

As per claim 38, the applicant describes the handheld security system according to claim 1, which 
is anticipated by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is 
20 met by Uppanda: 

Wherein the device is configured to periodically send the identifying signal as long as the device 
has access to power (Uppanda: Col 1, lines 20-40). 

Claims 14 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Odagiri in view 
25 of Henrie in further view of Uppanda in further view of Parker, U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0078393. 
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As per claims 14 and 24, the applicant describes the method of claims 10 and 20, which are met 
by Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda, with the following limitation which is met by 
Parker: 

Displaying information on a screen of the first Bluetooth-enabled device which indicates that the 
5 first Bluetooth-enabled device is locked out (Parker: [0007]; 406 of Fig 4); 

Odagiri in view of Henrie in further view of Uppanda discloses displaying information on a screen 
when a device is locked out (Henrie: Col 12, lines 8-12). Henrie does not disclose that the information 
indicates that the device is locked out. Parker discloses the idea of displaying a message on the screen 
to alert a user that the device is locked out. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
1 0 at the time the invention was filed to combine the ideas of Parker with those of Odagiri in view of Henrie in 
further view of Uppanda because displaying a lock out message on a device screen allows the user to 
know that the device is locked out. 



Response to Arguments 

15 Applicant's arguments filed 10/12/05 with regard to claim 1 have been fully considered but they 

are not persuasive. The applicant argues that Uppunda does not meet the limitation, "wherein when the 
device is at least partially non-functional, the device is configured to continue periodically sending the 
identifying signal to the control unit". More specifically, the applicant argues context of the claim and that 
the device being "at least partially non-functional" requires that the device is out of range of 

20 communications with the control unit. The examiner disagrees. The applicant has claimed that if a 

determination is made that the device is out of range of communications with the control unit, the device 
is at least partially non-functional (part b). However, this does not mean, as alleged by applicant, that if 
the device is at least partially non-functional, the device is out of range of communications with the control 
unit (in logical terms: a implies b does not mean that b implies a). For example, the claimed limitation 

25 reads on a system where a device periodically sending an identifying signal in range of communications 
may go into a sleep mode or powered down mode in which it is at least partially non-functional and in 
which it is configured to continue to periodically send an identifying signal. Hence, the applicant's 
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argument that the phrase "at least partially non-functional" requires that the device be not outside range 
of communications (Remarks bottom of page 3, top of page 4) is not persuasive and the rejection is 
maintained. 

5 Applicant's arguments with regard to claims 10 and 20 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. The applicant argues that Uppunda does not suggest the feature of locking out a device. 
The applicant has misinterpreted the rejection. Henrie teaches this feature (See Henrie: Col 1 1, lines 42- 
65). 

10 Applicant's arguments with respect to the subject matter of claim 7 have been fully considered but 

they are not persuasive. The applicant argues that Odagiri does not teach that an alert is produced when 
it is determined that the device is not within range of communications of the control unit. The examiner 
notes that the applicant has misinterpreted the reference. In the passage where the applicant finds 
support for his argument, Odagiri teaches the following: 

15 

"The decision section 404 makes a determination as to whether the reply signal is received 
by the receiving section... When the first receiving section 401 receives a signal, the alert section 405 
informs the possessor (user) of the reception of the signal by the first receiving section 401 depending 
upon the result of the determination made by the decision section 404" [0063]. 

20 

Referring to Fig 4 which illustrates the above passage, a first receiving section 401 receives a signal from 
an external device. The transmitting section 402 transmits a signal to the control unit 101. The decision 
section 404 determines whether a reply signal is received and hence whether the device 100 is out of 
communicable range of the control unit. The user is then alerted of the determination step, namely 
25 whether or not the device is out of range with the control unit and the fact that the device received a 

signal in the first received section from an external device. The applicant further argues that the control 
unit is configured to produce an alert, not merely the receiving device. The examiner points the applicant 
to the rejection of claim 1 in which the examiner has provided a lengthened explanation of the rejection. 
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Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 9 have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues that Henrie teaches displaying "information for identifying and 
contacting the authorized owner or user of the device" and not "information associated with the control 
unif as claimed. The examiner fails to see how the owner of the device is not associated with the control 
5 unit. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
10 the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
15 is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eartier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Kevin Schubert whose telephone number is (571) 272-4239. The examiner can normally 
20 be reached on M-F 7:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Emmanuel Moise can be reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
5 you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



10 
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